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Saint Paul Planning Commission
City Hall Conference Center
15 Kellogg Boulevard West

Minutes August 19, 2011

A meeting of the Planning Commission of the City of Saint Paul was held Friday, August 19, 2011, at
8:30 a.m. in the Conference Center of City Hall.

Commissioners Mmes. Perrus, Reveal, Thao, Wang, Wencl; and
Present: Messrs. Connolly, Fernandez, Gelgelu, Kramer, Nelson, Ochs, Oliver, Schertler,
and Spaulding.
Commissioners Mmes. *Halverson, ¥Merrigan, *Porter, *Young, and Messrs. *Commers,
Absent: *Ward, and *Wickiser.
*Excused
Also Present: Donna Drummond, Planning Director, Tom Beach, Department of Safety and

II.

IIL.

Inspections; Christine Boulware, Patricia James, Sarah Zorn, Jessica Rosenfeld,
Anton Jerve, Ryan Kelley, Matt Wolff, and Sonja Butler, Department of
Planning and Economic Development staff.

Approval of minutes August 5, 2011.

MOTION: Commissioner Reveal moved approval of the minutes of August 5, 2011.
Commissioner Thao seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously on a voice vote.

Chair’s Announcements

Commissioner Wencl, who is the Commission’s first vice chair, chaired the meeting. She had no
announcements. '

Planning Director’s Announcements

Donna Drummond reported that last Wednesday the City Council held a public hearing on the
proposed student housing zoning moratorium and the people who testified against were people
who wanted to potentially sell their properties for rental housing in the future or had student
rental housing and felt this moratorium was an infringement on their rights. Several people also
testified that it’s been a real problem around the University of St. Thomas. The moratorium will
be up for final adoption next week.

The Mayor announced his proposed budget for 2012 earlier this week and he is proposing a
combination of $6 million in budget cuts and an increase of about $6 million in the levy. That
will result in the elimination of 50 FTE’s and the most of those will be accomplished through
vacancies and none are currently proposed for the planning staff.



Zoning Committee
SITE PLAN REVIEW - List of current applications. (Tom Beach, 651/266-9086)

Two items came before the Site Plan Review Committee on Tuesday, August 16,2011, West
Side Flats located at 84 Wabasha Street South, 168 unit apartments with retail and covered
parking; and the Schmidt Brewery Redevelopment located at 882 West 7™ Street, 250 artist loft
apartments and 13 new townhome units.

Three items will come before the Site Plan Review Committee on Tuesday, August 23, 201 1.
Crosby-Elway parking lot located at 2412 Shepard Road West, 12 car parking lot using pavers,
removal of Crosby Lake Road, install trail and area for kiosk; Como Park Japanese Garden
Experience located at 1225 Estabrook Drive, a new building entrance to Japanese Garden; and the
Penfield — mixed use development located at 100 — 11" Street East, 29,697 sq. ft. Grocery and
253 apartments.

OLD BUSINESS

#11-250-250 Dram Investment LLP — Re-establishment of nonconforming use as a car wash.
1340 7% Street West between Mercer and Victoria. (Ryan Kelley, 651/266-6562)

Commissioner Kramer stated that this case had been laid over to get additional information on
some of the issues regarding the previous operation and the impact on the neighborhood and how
these might be addressed if the operation were to resume.

Commissioner Perrus asked about a prior approval that included six gas pumps and a used car lot.

Commissioner Kramer said this permit pertains only to the nonconforming use as the car wash
and does not apply to previous auto sales and gas pumps. There are no gas pumps currently
onsite; he did not know the status of the underground tanks.

MOTION: Commissioner Kramer moved the Zoning Committee’s recommendation to approve
the re- establishment of legal nonconforming use subject to additional conditions. The motion
carried unanimously on a voice vote.

#11-250-154 HRA (765 Edgerton) — Re-establishment of nonconforming use as a triplex. 765
Edgerton Street between Bush and Reaney. (Sarah Zorn) 651/266-6570)

Commissioner Kramer said that there were issues involving the property lines and encroachments
on the adjoining property. The Committee further discussed those issues with the HRA staff, and
the resolution addresses the encroachment issues. Since the Zoning Committee cannot transfer
property between two parties, the recommendation of the Committee is that the applicant (HRA)
continues to seek a portion of the lot either by easement or purchase or, failing that, that they
remove existing encroachments. It’s the goal of this nonconforming use permit to try and bring
the property closer to conformance, but that is not a requirement of the nonconforming use
permit. So the new condition still tries to achieve conformance, but also sets out an alternative
method of compliance.



Commissioner Thao asked if this would allow the construction workers to continue to work on
the site in addition to the HRA trying to obtain a portion of the property.

Commissioner Kramer said yes.

MOTION: Commissioner Kramer moved the Zoning Committee’s recommendation to approve
the re- establishment of legal nonconforming use subject to additional conditions. The motion
carried unanimously on a voice vote.

NEW BUSINESS

#11-252-494 Dee Vang — Re-establishment of nonconforming use as a 4 plex. 342 Bates Avenue
SE corner at 5™. (Matt Wolff, 651/266-6708)

MOTION: Commissioner Kramer moved the Zoning Committee’s recommendation to approve
the re- establishment of legal nonconforming use subject to additional conditions. The motion
carried unanimously on a voice vote.

#10-915-026 Culvers — Conditional Use Permit for a fast food restaurant with drive-through
service, and modification of standards for ingress and egress on Pascal Street.
(Anton Jerve, 651/266-6567)

A revised site plan, which relates to both the conditional use permit and the sit plan cases, was
distributed to the commissioners.

Tom Beach, (DSI) Department of Safety and Inspections, gave an overview of the changes.

Commissioner Perrus raised safety questions for the two parking spots coming off the University
Avenue driveway on the west side.

Mr. Beach said there was some discussion at the Zoning Committee, and the plan that was
submitted kept those spaces. But those spaces could be relocated to another part of the site, so
that there would be fewer people pulling in and out of parking spaces near the driveway.

Upon a further question by Commissioner Perrus, Mr. Beach stated that the parking space layout
was reviewed by Public Works, and they did not raise any concerns about these spaces.

Commissioner Ochs expressed concern with the location of the handicap parking on the other '
side of a main ingress/egress route. He asked if there are any ADA requirements about location
of handicap parking.

Mr. Beach said the ADA regulations state they need to be as close as practical or possible to the
entrance to the building. They do not talk about having them across a drive lane. It would be
better to have them right up against the building, but a situation where you have to cross a drive
lane is not uncommon.



Commissioner Ochs concurs with Commissioner Perrus on the location of the two parking spaces
off the University entrance. Commissioner Ochs also asked if there requirements for the number
of cars in a queue for the drive through.

Mr. Beach said the requirement for fast food restaurants is to have spaces for 5 or 6 cars, and this
drive through is in compliance.

Commissioner Schertler asked about alley access where there is residential property at the back.

Donna Drummond, Planning Director, said the Zoning Code does allow for commercial access to
an alley when it is shared with residential if a number of conditions are met, including not
creating a hazardous condition and consistency with an area plan that recommends reducing curb
cuts on University to make it more pedestrian friendly.

Commissioner Schertler expressed concern about the driveway and alley curb cuts being so close
together. He wondered whether just one could be used.

Anton Jerve, PED staff explained that it is a condition of the fast food CUP that there be no alley
access with residential across the alley. This is a citywide requirement. This distance
modification for the ingress/egress is consistent with modifications that have been given to other
fast food restaurants along University.

Mr. Beach added that the presence of existing buildings limits where driveways could be put on
the side streets, and having these driveways is preferable to sending the traffic out to the alley,
which is not wide.

Ms. Drummond said that Commissioner Schertler highlights a very important issue that will
continue to come up along University as redevelopment happens. There are tradeoffs, and issues
with how the residential garages are oriented, the width of the alley, and the condition of the
alley. For new developments there is a setback requirement that is now recommended as part of
the TN requirements. It would require more of a setback from the rear so there will be more
space for alley circulation.

Commissioner Wang stated she would like to see the fence along the sidewalk moved to where
the edge of where the cars stack up -- something to encourage a sense of a wider sidewalk for the
public. She also asked about outdoor seating.

Ms. Drummond explained that as part of the Central Corridor Zoning Study recommendations
there is a requirement that new development be set back a minimum of 4feet through an easement
given to the city or the property owner’s landscaping.

Mr. Beach added that outdoor seating was discussed but in the end there was no room for it.

Commissioner Nelson stated he was reluctantly voting for this sit plan, mainly because of the
difficulty of putting an auto oriented use along University Avenue. The Culvers operator said
that they would typically be looking for 84 parking spaces; there are only 53 parking spaces on
this entire site. This might mean that there will be more drive through users at this site because
there is nowhere to park. The drive through does not seem like a good use of land in this area. In
addition about 40% of the existing buildings are being demolished, reducing the floor area ratio.



He is concerned that the zoning code not count accessory parking areas in a building as square
footage in floor area ratio calculations. He is hopeful there won’t be anything like this again,
because this particular property was caught between the interim zoning and the new zoning
regulations..

Commissioner Spaulding said that tearing down building space in some ways results in a net
reduction of density. That is a problem because the goal in the Central Corridor is to go in the
opposite direction. He was concerned that landscaping was double counted: 15% of the parking
area has to be landscaped green space and that same amount was counted again as a FAR bonus
under the interim zoning ordinance. ‘Density and FAR are going to be important considerations
for future zoning cases in the Central Corridor. He also stated he would like to have the
decorative fence moved back at least the 4 feet, which would be in line with the current
ordinance, or at least provide that flexibility to the developer.

Mr. Beach stated he agreed with that observation and staff can tell the developer to move the
fence back 4feet. However, the fence is required under the zoning code for parking areas.

Ms. Drummond added that staff Anton Jerve will be preparing a memo providing more
background on the issue of the FAR and how it is counted and what changed from the overlay to
the new zoning in place now.

Anton Jerve, PED staff, clarified that if these buildings were demolished today and rebuilt; there
could be a fast food with a drive through on this site under the new TN/CC Zoning Study. He
explained that the floor area definition in the zoning code has been in place since 1975,
unchanged. The definition of floor area is something that can be looked at, but it would affect
projects citywide. He also explained that there is a requirement for interior landscaping under the
parking requirements of 15 square feet for every 100 square feet of parking area. Under the
zoning code that does not include perimeter landscaping. This site plan has about 25% interior
landscaping. The Central Corridor Overlay provided some flexibility in meeting the 1.0 FAR.
This project re-uses existing buildings, but removes rear portions. One portion of the eastern
building was usable floor area, as defined in the Zoning Code, and that had to be replaced
elsewhere on the site in order to keep the site from becoming more nonconforming. Under the
overlay, landscaping can be used to count toward floor area.

MOTION: Commissioner Kramer moved the Zoning Committee’s recommendation to approve
the conditional use permit subject to additional conditions. The motion carried 13-1 (Ochs) on
a voice vote.

#11-251-397 (#10-909-016) Midway Commons - Site Plan Review for renovation of two
existing commercial buildings, addition of drive-through sales and service, and parking lot
reconfiguration. 1489 University Avenue West. (Tom Beach, 651/266-9086)

MOTION: Commissioner Kramer moved the Zoning Committee’s recommendation to approve
the site plan review subject to additional conditions.

AMENDMENT TO MOTION: Commissioner Spaulding moved to amend the motion to
encourage staff to determine the appropriate place for the fence along the drive through.
Commissioner Nelson seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously on a voice vote.




The main motion carried unanimously on a voice vote.

Commissioner Kramer announced the items on the agenda for the next Zoning Committee
meeting on Thursday, August 25, 2011.

Historic Preservation in Saint Paul — Informational presentation on work of Heritage
Preservation Commission and staff. (Christine Boulware, 651/266-6715)

Christina Boulware, HPC staff gave an informational power point presentation on the work of the
Heritage Preservation Commission and staff,

Commissioner Thao agreed with the need for historic preservation but was concerned with how to
balance that and the demographic needs, particularly with some of those east side cases. Those
houses are great historically but they are just too small to house some of the families that need
housing in the city. She asked how these needs were being balanced. '

Ms. Boulware replied that designation doesn’t freeze a property in time. Alterations and
additions can happen in ways that are sympathetic to the character of the building and the
neighborhood. The HPC doesn’t look at the use of a building, but would review impacts the use
may have on the exterior

Commissioner Connolly asked if the proposed demolition delay would be for every proposed
demolition in the city or just in designated historic areas?

Ms. Bouleware said yes, every proposed demolition. Commissioner Connolly replied that it is a
big over reach.

Commissioner Connolly stated that historic preservation to him is like motherhood, kittens and
butterflies, but how much is enough? He gave a comparison about the number of players in the
baseball Hall of Fame. The more designation you do, the less that all of it means. He asked
whether there was a limit or quota for the number of designated historic structures.

Ms. Boulware said that structures have to meet certain criteria to be designated. The broadening
of the definition of preservation has changed to look at context and social fabric. In the 70’s and
early 80’s when things were surveyed and designated, people looked at what were the best
materials and what were the biggest houses, but they did not necessarily look into the contribution
of the people who built the houses or lived there. With the most recent historic survey that was
completed there was more consideration of people and social factors. For example, there is and
area of brick workers cottages which related to the railroad industry. The survey looked at more
than what’s pretty, what’s big, what’s in the best condition, but who lived there and what impact
did it have on the social fabric of Saint Paul. It’s looking at preservation more broadly than what
was looked at 30-years ago. Aside from that, there seven criteria for local designation and a
building or district would need to demonstrate that it merits designation. Saint Paul hasn’t
designated many buildings or districts in the past decade. In the last thirteen years, there have
only been two historic districts and three individual sites locally designated. The historic districts
have or are being certified eligible for listing on the National Register in order to take advantage
of Federal and State Historic Tax Credits.



Commissioner Thao said that although it isn’t reviewed by the HPC, the church on East 7" Street
painted the building red by accident.

Ms. Boulware said that’s an example of how they do look at painting under certain
circumstances. In general, buildings that have unpainted masonry should not be painted. A lot of
times it adds more of a maintenance issue for the building but also if it is painted with the wrong
type of paint that can cause some major structural damage, because it traps water and moisture
behind the brick.

Commissioner Fernandez questioned the House of Hope Church and their fence which had
recently received press. He stated that he did not see that any people that sit on the Heritage
Preservation Commission are number crunchers or specialize in historic preservation on the
contracting end. How is the economic feasibility of rehabilitating a building considered? An
example is the Old Home building,. The real estate agent says that building is going to cost too
much money to preserve and that is why they want to tear it down.

M:s. Boulware said that she is the staff that approved that fence for House of Hope. She noted
that there are few staff and many permits to review and that she made a mistake and approved
that application too quickly without looking at it as closely as she should have. As far as
economic feasibility, there is no provision for economic hardship in the current ordinance. The
commission has weighed the option of using different materials that vary the cost of a project.
When it comes to demolition, the commission does review numbers for rehabilitation and
stabilization. She indicated that she had not seen or reviewed a historic structure report or
feasibility study on reuse for the Old Home Foods buildings and could not comment on how
much it would cost to rehabilitate versus the cost of demolition. The building was determined
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places and tax credits could be available
fore rehabilitation of the building.

Commissioner Spaulding said that Ms. Boulware talked about how small area plans and other
plans will now go through an evaluation by the Heritage Preservation Commission. Having a
historic preservation chapter in the Comprehensive Plan certainly helps, but are there other ways
that the Planning Commission can better interact with the HPC and be more helpful?

Ms. Boulware said that they are just beginning to better coordinate planning with heritage
preservation and she appreciated the comment.

Ms. Drummond said that what has been outlined already is a step in the right direction and having
a chapter in the Comprehensive Plan for preservation is highlighting that. There is a Historic
Preservation section in the new template for small area plans. Designations for historic districts
or sites go through the Planning Commission for comment as to conformance with the
Comprehensive Plan. Historic preservation will become more visible in the work of the Planning
Commission.

Commissioner Kramer asked about the house shown on Sims Avenue in the powerpoint
presentation, saying that he drove by that house and at the time when that came up more then half
of that block of Sims Avenue was vacant. Ms. Boulware stated that there were eight vacant
Category 3 buildings on that block at that time.



VIL

VIIL.

Commissioner Kramer said that they have taken the need to deal with vacant buildings and put
neighborhoods at odds with historic preservation because they are living next to some building
that is in bad shape versus the need for historic preservation and it’s not difficult to see where
these arguments end up. Two neighborhood goals get pitted against each other.

Ms. Boulware said the area between Payne and Greenbrier from Jenks, Case and Sims all along
there has been identified as part of the Swedish context of that neighborhood and had a large
number of pattern book houses. The 1983 historic sites survey identified a potential historic
district there. Now because of the loss of all those buildings they no longer have the opportunity
for that historic district.

Commissioner Oliver asked what it would take to allow consideration of economic factors in
decisions of staff or the HPC. One of the problems he hears about is that the historic standards
are good in places like Summit Avenue but in Dayton’s Bluff it’s keeping people from fixing
their houses. People who are in those houses cannot afford to do anything with the exteriors,
because they can’t afford the things that are necessary to comply with the standards. He added
that he hears complaints about that all the time. Every neighborhood is different and we can’t
have the same standards that apply in the wealthiest neighborhoods also apply throughout the rest
of the city because people do not have those resources.

Ms. Boulware said that not every property requires an architect to do any work. Also, no one is
required to make changes unless they propose changes. Then if they are making changes they
need to comply with the guidelines. So if the difference is between restoring the wood siding
versus putting on vinyl siding, historic guidelines indicate that the wood siding should be
maintained because that’s what was prevalent. But there is a provision in the guidelines that says
if the property is non-contributing or constructed after the period of significance, then vinyl
siding may be appropriate. There are options within the guidelines. Condition of materials is
considered.:

Ms. Boulware ended by saying that the Twin Cities was chosen to participate in Partners for
Preservation which is a program by the National Trust for Historic Preservation in partnership
with American Express. One million dollars will be available for preservation projects and the
public will vote for the sites starting in September. Voting will take place on Facebook.

Comprehensive Planning Committee

No report.

Neighborhood Planning Committee

Commissioner Wencl reported that at their last meeting they discussed various amendments to the
nonconforming use sections of the zoning code. The next Neighborhood Committee meeting on
Wednesday, August 24, 2011 has been cancelled.

Transportation Committee
Commissioner Spaulding reported that at their last meeting two weeks ago they discussed the

Jefferson Avenue Bikeway, which will eventually be coming before the Planning Commission.
There have been a lot of improvements already on the bikeway from one end to the other, but



there is one part of that project that remains undecided. This is a diverter at Cleveland that would
allow bikes to go through that intersection continuously on Jefferson but not cars. That has met
with some resistance from the neighbors. There’s been a test pilot project of that diverter and the
results from that was a fairly split opinion on whether it was a good idea or not. It also resulted in
some increased traffic on the side streets, so there’s been concern from neighbors about that. The
committee did not do anything formal but left the people in attendance with the understanding
that as representatives of the neighborhood they need to come back to the committee with some
kind of proposal on how they are going to advance Jefferson as a bicycle corridor and fulfill the
terms of the grant. Also, the next Transportation Committee meeting on Monday, August 22,
2011 has been cancelled.

IX. Communications Committee
No report.
X. Task Force Reports
None.
XI. Old Business
None.
XII. New Business
None.
XIII. Adjournment

Meeting adjourned at 10:18 a.m.

Recorded and prepared by
Sonja Butler, Planning Commission Secretary
Planning and Economic Development Department,

City of Saint Paul
Respectfully submitted, Approved
(Date)
U Orvrveg f: v\«:t'i'f-r('/
Donna Drummond ‘ Anthony Fernandez
Planning Director Secretary of the Planning Commission
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DEPARTMENT OF SAFETY AND INSPECTIONS
Ricardo X. Cervantes, Director

CITY OF SAINT PAUL 375 Jackson Street, Suite 220 Telephone:  651-266-8989
Christopher B. Coleman, Mayor Saint Paul, Minnesota 55101-1806 Facsimile:  651-266-9124

Web:  www.stpaul. gov/dsi

SITE PLAN REVIEW COMMITTEE
TUESDAY Aug 30, 2011
2nd Floor Conference Room
375 Jackson Street, Suite 218

Time Project Name and Location

9:30  Scusi Parking Lot
New parking lot (mostly paved already)
1820 St Clair Ave.

To Applicants:

You should plan to attend this meeting.

At this meeting you will have a chance to discuss the site plan for your project
with Saint Paul's Site Plan Review Committee. The Committee is made up of
City staff from Zoning, Traffic, Sewers, Water, Public Works, Fire, and Parks.
You are encouraged to bring your engineer, architect, or contractor with you to
handle any technical questions raised by city staff.

The purpose of this meeting is to simplify the review process by letting the
applicant meet with staff from a number of departments at one time. Staff will
make comments and ask questions based on their review of the plans. By the
end of the meeting you will know if the site plan can be approved as submitted
or if revisions will be required. Staff will take minutes at the meeting and send
you a copy.

Parking
Parking is available at on-street meters. Some off-street parking spaces are
available in our visitor parking lot off of 6" Street at Jackson.

To see a map of additional nearby parking ramps go to
http://www.ci.stpaul. mn.us/depts/dsi/liep/info/location.html

If you have any questions, please call Mary Montgomery at 651-266-9088 or
mary.montgomery@eci.stpaul.mn.us.

An Equal Opportunity Employer
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AGENDA
ZONING COMMITTEE
OF THE SAINT PAUL PLANNING COMMISSION
Thursday, August 25, 2011 3:30 P.M.
City Council Chambers, Room #300
Third Floor City Hall - Saint Paul, Minnesota

NOTE: The order in which the items appear on this agenda is not necessarily the order in which they will be heard
at the meeting. The Zoning Committee will determine the order of the agenda at the beginning of its
meeting.

APPROVAL OF AUGUST 11, 2011, ZONING COMMITTEE MINUTES
SITE PLAN REVIEW - List of current applications (Tom Beach, 651-266-9086)
NEW BUSINESS

1 11-255-877 Rolando Aguilar et al
Rezoning from RT1 Two-Family Residential to T2 Traditional Neighborhood
833 York Ave, NE corner of Arcade at York
RT1
Luis Pereira 651-266-6591

2 11-260-156 Meridian Industrial Appeal
Appeal to Planning Commission by Union Park District Council of staff decision made on
July 20, 2011 to approve site plan.
650 Pelham Blivd
I
Tom Beach 651-266-9086

ADJOURNMENT

ZONING COMMITTEE MEMBERS: Call Patricia James at 266-6639 or Samantha Langer at 266-6550 if you are
unable to attend the meeting.

APPLICANT: You or your designated representative must attend this meeting to answer any questions that
the committee may have.



DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING & @
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT e
Cecile Bedor, Director "

CITY OF SAINT PAUL 25 West Fourth Street Telephone: 651-266-6700

Christopher B. Coleman, Mayor Saint Paul, MN 55102 Facsimile: 651-228-3220

August 26, 2011
TO: Planning Commission
FROM: Zoning Committee

SUBJECT: Results of August 25, 2011 Zoning Committee Hearing

NEW BUSINESS Recommendation
Staff Committee
1. Rolando Aguilar et al ( 11-255-877) Approval Approval

Rezoning from RT1 Two-Family Residential to T2 Traditional (6-0)
Neighborhood
Address: 833 York Ave

NE corner Arcade at York
District Comment: District 5 recommended approval
Support: 0 people spoke, 1 letter
Opposition: 0 people spoke, O letters
Hearing: Hearing is closed
Motion: Approval

Recommendation
Staff Committee
2. Meridian Industrial Appeal ( 11-260-156) Denial Denial

Appeal to PC by Union Park District Council of staff decision made (5-0)
on July 20, 2011 to approve the site plan.
Address: 650 Pelham Blvd
District Comment: District 12 recommended approval
Support: 3 people spoke, 6 letters
Opposition: 3 people spoke, 3 letters
Hearing: Hearing is closed
Motion: Denial

AN AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER



city of saint paul

planning commission resolution
file number

date

WHEREAS, the Union Park District Council has filed an appeal (# 11-260-156) of a decision by the
Zoning Administrator to approve a site plan submitted by Industrial Equities LLP for an office/warehouse
building (# 10-906716), on property located at 650 Pelham Bivd, Parcel ldentification Number (PIN)
322923210029, legally described as Geo H Watsons Rearrangement Subj To Blvd And Hwy The W 225
Ft Of Blk B under the provisions of Section 67.701.b the Saint Paul Legislative Code; and

WHEREAS, the Zoning Committee of the Planning Commission, on August 25, 2011, held a public
hearing at which all persons present were given an opportunity to be heard pursuant to said application in
accordance with the requirements of §61.303 of the Saint Paul Legislative Code; and

WHEREAS, the Saint Paul Planning Commission, based on the evidence presented to its Zoning
Committee at the public hearing as substantially reflected in the minutes, made the following findings of
fact:

1. The appeal filed by Union Park District Council begins by listing four main issues as the basis for
the appeal: :

¢ “‘The site plan is not consistent with planning documents for the site”, including the Central
Corridor Development Strategy, Raymond Station Area Plan, and Saint Paul
Comprehensive Plan.

¢ The City Code encourages buildings to “hold the corner” on sites at intersections.

e There was no community design process to effectively resolve community concerns with
the project.

e The City Council did not zone the site TN as recommended in planning documents.”

The appeal continues with a section describing how Union Park believes the plan is not consistent
with provisions from a number of City planning documents.

The appeal concludes with a request that the Planning Commission requires that the site plan be
designed to conform to the following standards that address Union Parks concerns:

¢ Buildings should hold the corners at Pelham and Wabash; there should not be more than
15 feet between the sidewalk and any building

moved by
seconded by
in favor
against




e Sidewalks should be installed on both Pelham and Wabash.

¢ Buildings should have fagade articulation consistent with the historic district at Pelham and
University

» Any parking spaces should be behind the building or underground to reduce pervious

pavement and encourage the use of public transportation, especially the Central Corridor

Light Rail Transit.

There should be at least two occupied stories on any building at the site

Windows adjacent to the streets should be prominent and perpetuate a storefront

Doorways should be located close to street and emphasized architecturally

Incorporate artistic elements reflective of the Creative Enterprise artists

Increased building density

Mixed commercial and industrial use at the sité

Design any building at the site to facilitate and encourage the growth and expansion of our

local industry and buildings. First opportunity for tenants at the site should be local

businesses looking to expand. Confirm tenants for the building prior to construction.

2. The site plan is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, Raymond Station Area Plan and other
City plans.

The zoning code does not require a building at this location to “hold the corner”.
A community design process is not a requirement of site plan review.

The Planning Commission and the City Council both voted to retain the 11 zoning for the property
and not change it to T4.

A more detailed response to specific issues raised in the appeal is provided in attached Exhibit A.
3. The site plan complies with zoning standards and all other applicable ordinances of the City.

Office/warehouse is a permitted use in I1. One-story buildings are permitted in 11. The buiding
and site conform to Citywide design standards. The site plan meets the standards for stormwater
set by the City and the Capitol Region Watershed. The developer submitted a Traffic Impact
Study for the project which was reviewed and approved by Saint Paul Public Works. The site plan
meets zoning standards for landscaping.

4. The site plan is consistent with traffic and pedestrian safety and convenience if the following
conditions are added to the site plan approval issued by the Zoning Administrator.

e An additional pedestrian connection from the public sidewalk on Pelham to the southwest
corner of the building must be constructed.

s A puiblic sidewalk must be provided on the south side of Wabash if City staff determines
that a sidewalk can be provided that is consistent with pedestrian safetly in light of the
existing nearby railroad track.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Saint Paul Planning Commission, under the authority of
the City's Legislative Code, that the appeal filed by the Union Park District Council of a decision by the
Zoning Administrator to approve a site plan submitted by Industrial Equities LLP for an office/warehouse
building (# 10-906716), on property located at 650 Pelham Blvd is hereby denied; and



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the site plan is approved with the following additional conditions:

1. An additional pedestrian connection from the public sidewalk on Pelham to the southwest corner
of the building must be constructed.

2. A public sidewalk must be provided on the south side of Wabash if City staff determines that it is

possible to provide both street trees and a sidewalk that is consistent with pedestrian safetly in
light of the existing nearby railroad track.



Transportation Committee Staff Report

Committee date: 7/11/11

Project N\ame

Red Rock Station Area Plan

Geographic Scope

¥: mile radius around the existing Lower Afton Park and Ride site
(bounded by Point Douglas, Lower Afton, and Highway 61)

Ward(s)

7

District Council(s)

1

Project Description

Planning for proposed future Commuter Rail Station Area. The plan
addresses multi-modal transportation access, market potential,
platform location, and cultural, historical, and environmental
context. Long-term plans include a low-profile 275-stall parking
facility north of Lower Afton, and a ped bridge over Highway 61 to
the rail platform. The plan also calls for restoring/enhancing green
space, as well as connecting to local and regjonal trails and parks.

Project Contact

Christina Morrison, PED

Contact email/phone

Christina.morrison@ci.stpaul.mn.us, 651-266-6546

Lead Agency/Department

Washington County

Purpose of Project/Plan

Public purpose is to plan for improved transit in the corridor starting
with expanded bus service and then eventually transitioning to
commuter rail. ’

Planning References

Red Rock Commuter Rail Feasibility Study (2001), Red Rock Corridor
AA (2007), MnDOT Commuter Rail System Plan (1999), Met Council
TPP (2008), Red Rock Commuter Bus Feasibility Plan (2009), Comp
Plan(2010)

Project stage

Post Alternative Analysis (AA) planning

General Timeline -

Station Area Planning adopted by Fall 2011.

District Council position (if
applicabie)

Not yet available

Level of Committee
Involvement

Inform, advise & consent.

Previous Committee action

Introductory presentation on 1/24/11. No action.

Level of Public Involvement

Inform, advise & consent. Public Meetings held in August 2010,
January 2011, and April 2011.

Public Hearing

September 2, 2011 at 8:30 am

Public Hearing Location

Planning Commission, City Hall room 40

Primary Funding Source(s)

Federal 5339 Funds, Local (WCRRA, DCRRA, RCRRA, CTIB grant)

Cost

$1.15 Million for all station area plans & process

‘Staff recommendation

Release document to the public and schedule a public hearing at
Planning Commission on 9/2/11

Action item requested of the
Committee ’

Recommend to release for a public hearing

Committee recommendation

Approved releasing for Public Hearing on 9/2/11 at Planning Commission

Committee vote

7-0 ’
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LLOWER AFFON erpiy o]

LOCATION & CONTEXT
AERIAL & SITE PHOTOS . . PARAMETERS / CONTEXT
- The current Park & Ride lot is bounded on the west by Highway 61, on the north by Lower Afton Road and

on the east by Point Douglas Road. There is a recently constructed high capacity storm sewer infrastructure
located south of the existing Park & Ride lot.

-These roadways limit the space available to expand the parking lot in its current location. There is little po-
tential for new development.

-The toe of the bluff east of the Park & Ride/Point Douglas Road limits any significant development opportuni-
ties due to the severe slope and regulatory protections.

- There are significant Right-of-Way, setbacks, easements and regulatory limitations surrounding the Park &
Ride Site.

- The train tracks are west of Hwy 61, the Park & Ride is east of Hwy 61; Crossing Hwy 61 by pedestrians will
be a significant issue.

- There are Native American Burial Mounds adjacent to the existing Park & Ride lot.

- Long-term expectations for parking demand is 275 stalls.

IDENTIFIERS

- The current Park & Ride facility is operating at or over capacity. Metro Transit is currently considering how
best to expand the Park & Ride facilities.

: - There is little opportunity for any significant real estate development. Zoning and comprehensive planning
Pig's Eye Lake work restricts density and land uses in the area.

- The primary effort will be to: resolve vehicular and pedestrian access to the Park & Ride facility, accommo-
date additional Park & Ride capacity on the site, provide access across Highway 61 to/from the Park & Ride,
locate the Commuter Rail platform in a location acceptable to all parties, and provide a safe and secure park-
ing facility for transit customers.

- There are no existing trail connections to Pig's Eye Regional Park & Pig's Eye Lake, however, community plans
identify future connections as a priority.

Lower Afton Station Area (St. Paul)
Aerial Photo - 1/2 Mile Radius ' -

Red Rock Corridor Commission Review Draft (June 16, 2011) - DO NOT DISTRIBUTE
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LOWERAPTON oo

- TECHNICAL ANALYSIS SUMMARY, CONTINUED

CULTURAL & HISTORICAL

The Battle Creek/Highwood area of St. Paul was once the location

of the Highwood Passenger Rail Station. There are Native American
Burial Mounds located to the southeast of the existing Park & Ride
Facility. L

Highwood Station, ca. 1901

MARKET ASSESSMENT
Lower Afton Station Area Characteristics

Excellent access from Hwy 61

Limited controls at Lower Afton Rd and Frontage Rd can make
turning at peak times difficult

High visibility from Hwy 61

Highway, railroad, and river are barriers to the west

Parkland to the north

Low density residential to the east

Steep bluff

Very little commercial development nearby

Lower Afton Station Area Development Potential

Limited development potential (i.e. small scale convenience retail, a
trail head with bike rental, etc.)

Numerous physical constraints

Limited available land, reduces flexibility

Any new use would be sharp contrast to existing character

North side of Lower Afton Road has the most development poten-
tial, but still very limited )

Single family residensial homes, many victorian, kne the toe of the bluff along Point Dusglas Road

Red Rock Corridor Commission Review Draft June. 16, 2011) - UO NOT DISTRIBUTE

O<<Zm_~mI=u_u>._.._.mNZm\_..>ZUCmm
REGULATORY / POLICY .

The site is near Battle Creek Regional Park, Pig's Eye Lake and is in
the Mississippi River Critical Area. Ownership/Land Use is largely
public R.O.VY, single family residential, parks,and CP/BNSF R.O.W..

Pig's T<m Lake N

Loswer Afton Station Area (S1. Panl) - Property Onership Near Station Site

x

City Owned Property.
" BB County Owned Property
277 Mn/DOT Right of Way
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STATION AREA PLANS & VISION

STATION AREAVISION

The planning approach to the Lower Afton Station area is
to provide expanded Park & Ride capacity in a context-
sensitive design that maintains the environmental integrity
of the area. .

The commuter rail Park & Ride facilities will be located
east of Hwy 61 which will require a grade separated con-
nection from the park & ride facility to the rail platform.
-Currently, bus riders use the crosswalk to get to the bus
stop on the west side of Highway 61. Although this meets
safety standards, there are ongoing concerns about pedes-
trians crossing at grade here because of the volume and
speed of traffic on Highway 6| and due to pedestrians
crossing outside of the crosswalk. Either a tunnel or a
bridge would improve safety and comfort of riders cross-
ing Highway 61. An overhead bridge is recommended for
planning purposes because it is perceived to be safer and
more inviting than a tunnel and the topography lends itself
to an overhead crossing.

Little to no development is possible under zoning guide-
lines, but there may be opportunities to use the parking
facility as a gateway element into Battle Creek Regional
Park. This small “welcome center” could provide informa-
tion and orientation, rentals and convenience services to
visitors to the park as well as to commuters. Connec-
tions to trails, stormwater management and landscaping
will be primary considerations to create a facility that
complements the neighborhood while serving the needs
of commuters.

34

Lower Afton Station Area Planning Principles

« Connect to existing trails and parks
* Incorporate sustainability where possible

= Existing infrastructure will provide the framework for
- new infrastructure

* Restore and repair the landscape

+ Create an intermodal hub and gateway to Battle Creek
Park

Red Rock Corridor noai_mumo:vw@mmé Oﬂmm (une 16,2011) -'DO NOT DISTRIBUTE
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LOWER AFTON . crpngy |

STATION AREA PLANS & VISION
PARKING STRATEGY

, CONTINUED

The Lower Afton Park & Ride is unique in that it is the closest sta-
tion to the downtowns. Due to its proximity to dowtown St. Paul,
it is likely that the vast majority of riders at this location would be
commuting to downtown Minneapolis. This is consistent with travel
patterns of current riders. A bus rider survey that was conducted
as part of the station area planning study showed that of the 47
respondents that get on the bus at the Lower Afton Park & Ride,
100% of them were boarding the 365 to Minneapolis.

The Metropolitan Council Park & Ride plan forecasts a need for 190
stalls to meet 2030 capacity at the Lower Afton Parl & Ride. 275
stalls was assumed for planning purposes. Connections with local
circulator bus routes 350 and/or 363 should also be pursued.

The existing surface lot currently has | 14 stalls and is operating
over capacity. Metro Transit is currently studying the expansion of
the Park & Ride facilities at Lower Afton Road and is considering
how best to eéxpand the Park & Ride facilities.

No new development is proposed at the Lower Afton site except
for a smallVisitor's Center attached to the Park & Ride. The park-
ing requirement for the Visitors Center was estimated to be 3.
parking stalls according to city code, but 14 stalls were planned for
preliminarily in order to accommodate users of the regional parks
and trails.

Detailed plan of Park & Ride

Red Rock Corridor Commission Review Draft (June 16, 2011) - DO NOT DISTRIBUTE
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HLOWERAFTON crpagy |

STATION AREA PLANS & VISION, CONTINUED

Additional Views and lllustrations

View looking south towards bus drop off area and pedestrian bridge.

15 | o S f e JER e i

This view from the rail platform looking east shows the pedestrian bridge stretching over Highway 61, and the sloping topography thronghont the station area.
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LAND USE PLAN

Land Use Key

Residential I Retall/Commerclal I Transit

-} ] Mixed Use/Residential Public/institutional

: I Mixed Use/Commerciaf

Natural Landscape

Industrial H | Proposed Land Use

All proposed elements of the conceptual plan take place within MnDOT Right
OfWay. No other land use changes are proposed.

TRAIL CONNECTIONS AND GREENSPACE

. || semmasman Exsting Reglonal Tralls

| = = = mPlanned Regional Trails

s Existing Bl Lane of Trail

| 2 @ = aProposed Blke Lane or Tralt
cman Exlsting Local Sidewalk

a o & Proposed Local Sidewalk

Existing Pari/Natural Landscape

-, Proposed PariNalural Landscape

 Proposed Water Pand

| The intention of the public open
1 space ‘design Is to connect the |
reglonal'and local tralls £ the |
: transic facilicy while hesting the
i parking structure Intg,

A stnall.seml-public'plaza is shown
on the southeast side of the
i Welcome Center. Tralls connect, &

near the parking structure to allow

credte 3 park-lika' seting around the

low for future access.ta Plgs Eye ™
Lake, wiest of the raifroad tracks!
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INVESTMENTS

WHO PAYS FORWHAT?

The preliminary cost estimates identified costs for both the transit station, which would be publically funded,

as well as potential development and redevelopment in the surrounding station areas, which would be privately
funded. The public funds would cover the costs of the rail platform, any necessary pedestrian bridges, new road-
ways to access the stations, and parking lots or ramps for commuters. The private funds would cover the costs
associated with new development or redevelopment including new residential, office, commercial, and mixed-use
building projects. The pie charts below show the relationship between public funds to build the stations and the
potential for private investment in development and redeveloment surrounding the stations.

HOW MUCH WILL NEED TO BE INVESTED?

The cost estimates include implementation of stations in two phases: initial commuter rail service anticipated in
the year 2020, and expansion warranted by the year 2040.The cost estimates include the costs associated with
the following elements:

= Rail Platform

* Transit Plaza

* Ticketing & Signage

* Pedestrian Bridges

* Parking Facilities

* Roadways

= Utilities

* Environmental Restoration

PRIVATE INVESTMENT

POTENTIAL
$521,600
PUBLIC TRANJIT &
- INFRASTRUCTURE
E _Zcmm.:.»mv.:
PRIVATELY FUNDED
it
PUBLIC TRANSIT AND
INFRASTRUCTURE
INVESTMENT
$15,094,900
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